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Commissioner for Patents 
P. O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
Dear Sir 

I. Introduction 

In accordance with 37 CFR §41,37, Appellant's attorney hereby submits the Reply Brief of 
Appellant, in response to the Examiner's Answer dated January 10, 2005 in the above-identified 
application. 

This Reply Brief of Appellant incorporates by reference herein the entirety of the previously 
filed Brief of the Appellant. 

No fee is required for riling this Reply Brief of Appellant. However, the Office is authorized 
to charge any necessary fees or credit any overpayments to Deposit Account No. 09-0441 of IBM 
Corporation, the assignee of the present invention. 

II. Arguments 

A. Appellant's Independent Claims Are Patentable Over The References 
In the Answer, die Examiner first restates the rejections of the independent claims from the 
Office Action. Thereafter, in the "Response to Argument," beginning on page 11, the Examiner 
responds to the arguments for the patentability of the independent claims set forth in the Brief of 
the Appellant as follows: 
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(11) Response to Argument 

In reference to claims 1, 24, and 47, Appellant argues that the complete 
limitation, "generating one or more class specifications in the computer from a 
schema in a document, wherein the class specifications identify user interface 
components of the editor corresponding to entities define in the schema" is not 
shown by Dale. Examiner disagrees. As stated above, Dale reaches creating one 
director component in which the components are Java components embedded in the 
document Sec column 10, lines 50-59. Compare to "generating class specifications 
in the computer system". 

Dale also teaches displaying a graphical user interface on the display device 
and using an editor to integrate components into a hypertext pages to create an 
application. Dales' editor allows text to be combined with various components. See 
abstract and columns 19-20. Appellant argues that the editor in Dale merely 
constructs web-based applications, wherein the web pages include tags to applets 
that may be downloaded when the pages are accessed, and the director component is 
merely an applet interconnects other components. Examiner disagrees. Dale 
explicitly teaches creating a director component and displaying a graphical user 
interface (GUI) on a display device an using an editor to integrate components into a 
hypertext page to create an applicaaon. See abstract. The "integration of 
components in an editor" teaches Appellant's claimed invention because it teaches 
that class specifications ((director components) identify user interface components in 
the editor. Examiner emphasizes that the limitation of "identifying user interface 
components of the editor" is taught by Dale in his disclosure of using an editor to 
integrate components (class specifications). See abstract and columns 19-20. 

Appellant argues that Dale's editor is not generated from class specifications 
that are themselves generated from a schema for a document* Examiner states in 
rejections, "It is noted that Dale does not explicidy say the components are "class 
specifications". However, refer to Kyojima's abstract and columns 1-4, in which he 
discloses the generation of "class specifications" from "schemas". It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the rime of the invention to 
combine the inventions of Dale and Kyojima in arriving at the instant invention 
because such combination would facilitate adaptation of one type of component 
model to another according to structural constraints. See Kyojima's column 3, 
bottom in which he recites, "There is provided a document structure composing 
apparatus for composing document structure which meets the structural constraint 
of a predetermined document class and characterized in that complementation 
specification storage means for storing the clement type of component which is 
required to complement a pre-complemented document structure composed 
according to a procedure, which does not meet the structure constraint of a fixst 
class, to adapt it to the first document class, and for storing a specification of 
complementation correlating to the element type and complementation means for 
analyzing said pre-complemented document structure based upon the structural 
constraint of the first document class. . Kyojima also discusses in the *Background 
of the Invention 3 that one of the problems in the art at the time of the invention was 
that complementation in an area in document structure has an effect upon whether 
another area in document structure is suitable for the document class. The 
complementation to be performed in document structure not based upon only a 
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specific local area but based upon the structure of the whole document. The second 
problem is that a user has no way to select one method of plural methods of 
complementing which are suitable for the document class. Thus Kyojima's invention 
is made to solve problems to provide a document structure composing apparatus to 
meet structural constraints of a predetermined document class and characterized in 
that complementation specification storage means for storing the element type of 
component which is required to complement a pre-complemented document 
structure composed according to a procedure, which docs not meet the structure 
constraint of a first class, to adapt it to the first document class, and fox storing a 
specification of complementation correlating to the element type and 
complementation means for analyzing said pre-complemented document structure 
based upon the structural constraint of the first document class. ** 

Appellant argues that Kyojima does not teach or suggest class specifications 
generated from a schema. Examiner respectfully disagrees. As indicated in the 
rejections and comments above, Kyojima discloses the generation of "class 
specifications" from "schemas". See Kyojima's abstract and columns 1-4, It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the inventions of Dale and Kyojima in arriving at the instant invention 
because such combination would facilitate adaptation of one rype of component 
model to another according to scrucuural constraints. See Kyojima's column 3, 
bottom in which he recites, "There is provided a document structure composing 
apparatus for composing document structure which meets the structural constraint 
of a predetermined document class and characterized in that complementation 
specification storage means for storing the element type of component which is 
required to complement a pre-complemented document structure composed 
according to a procedure, which does not meet the structure constraint of a first 
class, to adapt it to the first document class, and for storing a specification of 
complementation correlating to the element type and complementation means for 
analyzing said pre-complemented document structure based upon the structural 
constraint of the first document class. . .** 

Appellant argues that Dale only describes components that are applets and 
does not teach that die user interface components of the editor are instantiated as 
objects to invoke the editor. Dale teaches that the editor can be used to integrate 
selected components into an extended hypertext page. In Dale's system a connection 
between components of a set of hypertext pages is established and each of the 
components is referenced by at least one set of the pages. 

Appellant's attorney disagrees with this analysis. 

With regard to the limitation "generating one or mote class specifications in the computer 
from a schema for the document, wherein the class specifications identify user interface components 
of the editor corresponding to entities defined in the schema," the Examiner cites Dale at col 10, 
lines 50-59, because Dale teaches creating one director component in which the components are 
Java components embedded in the document. However, at the location indicated by the Examiner, 
the editor in Dale merely constructs web-based applications, wherein the web pages include tags to 
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applets that may be downloaded when the pages axe accessed, and the director component is merely 
an applet interconnects other components (applets). There is no correspondence between this 
description in Dale and Appellant's claim limitation. 

Also widi regard to the limitation "generating one or more class specifications in the 
computer from a schema for the document, wherein the class specifications identify user interface 
components of the editor corresponding to entities defined in tie schema," the Examiner cites Dale 
as teaching displaying a graphical user interface and using an editor to integrate components into a 
hypertext page to create an application, and that Dale's editor allows text to be combined with 
various components, at the Abstract and columns 19-20- However, Dale's editor, which is used to 
construct web-based applications including web pages having references or tags to applets, is not 
generated from class specifications that are themselves generated from a schema for the document, 
wherein the class specifications identify user interface components of the editor corresponding to 
entities defined in the schema. 

With regard to the limitation "instantiating one or more objects in the computer from the 
class specifications to invoke the editor," the Examiner cites Dale at coL 10, lines 60-63 and col. 5, 
lines 7-9, as instantiating components^ particularly Java components. However, Dale does not 
perform such instantiation in the context where the class specifications arc generated from a schema 
for the document and identify user interface components of the editor corresponding to entities 
defined in the schema. 

The Examiner admits that Dale does not explicitly state that the components are class 
specifications, but cites Kyojima, at the Abstract and cols. 1-4, as disclosing the generation of "class 
specifications" from "schemas " However, Kyojima merely describes document structure 
conversion, wherein the term class is used to refer to a type of document structure. Nowhere does 
Kyojima teach or suggest class specifications generated from a schema for a document, in the 
context where the class specifications identify user interface components of the editor 
corresponding to entities defined in the schema and are instantiated as objects to invoke the editor. 

The Examiner asserts that that Kyojima teaches the limitations "generating class 
specifications from schemas," and that it would have been obvious to combine Dale and Kyojima, 
when it discloses a document structure composing apparatus for composing document structure 
which meets the structural constraint of a predetermined document class. However, this use of the 
term document class does not teach or suggest class specifications (in an object oriented 
pro gramm ing sense) that generated from a schema for a document, in the context where the class 
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specifications identify user interface components of the editor corresponding to entities defined in 
the schema and are instantiated as objects to invoke the editor. Instead, Kyojima merely describes 
document structure conversion, wherein the term class is used to refer to a type of document 
structure. 

The Examiner asserts that that Dale teaches the limitations "wherein the class specifications 
identify user interface components of the editor corresponding to entities defined in the schema," 
when it discloses that the editor can be used to integrate selected components into an extended 
hypertext page, that a connection between components of a set of hypertext pages is established, 
and that each of the components is referenced by at least one set of the pages. However, nowhere 
does Dale teach or suggest class specifications generated from a schema for a document, in the 
context where the class specifications identify user interface components of the editor 
corresponding to entities defined in the schema and are instantiated as objects to invoke the editor. 
Instead, Dale merely describes components that are applets, which are embodied as Java classes and 
embedded in HTML pages. 

Consequendy, Appellant's attorney respectfully submits that the combination of Dale and 
Kyojima does not render obvious the limitations of Appellant's independent claims. Moreover, the 
other references fail to overcome the deficiencies of Dale and Kyojima. Recall that the other 
references were only cited against dependent claims 2-3, 8-23, 25-26, 31-46, 48-49 and 54-69, in 
combination with Dale and Kyojima. 

Appellant's attorney asserts that the differences between Appellant's claimed invention and 
the cited references result in operational advantages of the Appellant's invention over the cited 
references. In addition, Appellant's invention solves problems not recognized by the cited 
references. 

Thus, Appellant's attorney submits that independent claims 1, 24 and 47 ate allowable over 
the cited references. 

R Appellant's Dependent Claims Are Patentable Over The References 

Dependent claims 2-23, 25-46 and 48-69 are submitted to be allowable over the cited 
references in the same manner, because they are dependent on independent claims 1, 24 and 47, 
respectively, and thus contain all the limitations of die independent claims. In addition, dependent 
claims 2-23, 25-46 and 48-69 recite additional novel elements not shown by the cited references. In 
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this regard, this Reply Brief of Appellant incorporates by reference herein the entirety of the previously 
filed Brief of the Appellant. 

As noted above, in the Answer, the Examiner first restates the rejections of the dependent 
claims from the Office Action. Thereafter, in the "Response to Argument," beginning on page 15, 
the Examiner responds to the some of the arguments for the patentability of the dependent claims 
set forth in the Brief of the Appellant as follows: 

Appellant generally argues with regards to the dependent claims that 
limitations are not taught in the same context as Appellant's claimed invention. 
Examiner disagrees with respect to the rejections provided above. All of the 
Applicant's limitations with regard to the dependent claims are caught by the 
references* See rejection. 

Appellant argues with regards to claims 5, 28, and 51 that Dale does not 
teach converting an entity defined in the schema into a class specification. Dale 
discloses the CPU executing instructions which convert received instructions, already 
known to be Java components, to instructions which can be directly executed by the 
CPU, which is known to be the instantiated objects from the class specification. See 
column 3, lines 64-67. 

Appellant argues with respect to claims 6, 29, and 52 that Dale does not 
teach generation class specifications from the schemas and one or more optional 
customisation specifications. Eraminer disagrees. Dale discloses in column 20, 5-15 
that the user can customize and select which components are included in the 
application which are "optional customization specifications." 

Appellant argues with respect to claims 7, 30, and 53 that Dale does not 
teach the optional customization specifications define what class names to generate 
for each entity. Examiner disagrees. Dale discloses custom specifications that define 
the class names to generate, as in column 6, lines 18-20, where the programs are like 
applets where the class names must be defined, as in the example in column 14, lines 
57-60. 

Appellant argues with respect to claims 8, 31, and 54 that HotMetalPro does 
not teach that the class specifications include one or more specifications from a 
group of a visual editor class, a content implementation class, and a handler class. 
While Dale and Kyojirna's system does not state a group comprising a visual editor 
class, a content implementation class, and handler class, HotMetalPro allows the user 
to use Java in the document editing window and provide various applets for visual 
means as well as customizing elements. See pages 77-80. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide any of the 
above mentioned groups ro the editor of Dale and Kyojima since a class 
specification could relate to the visual editor, the components of XML schemas and 
initiators of the visual editor. 

Appellant argues with respect to claims 9, 32, and 55 that HotMetalPro does 
not teach mapping entities defined in the schema to components in the editor. 
HotMetal Pro teaches defining the applet with attributes and parameters. The 
Parameters can indicate the value and name of the object See pages 78-79. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
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map and select the elements and attribute of elements to the editor since the system 
of Dale and Kyojima and HotMctal Pro arc concerned with providing class 
specifications to identify components of the editor. 

Appellant argues with regards to claims 16, 39, and 62 chat W3C does not 
teach that the class specifications include a function for validating at least one entity 
defined in the schema. Examiner disagrees. W3C teaches that there are validating 
processors that read the DTD and parse entities referenced in the document See 
page 31 of W3C Recommendation XML 1,0. 

Appellant argues with regards to claims 17 s 40, and 63 that Bray does not 
teach generating class specifications from a regular expression language. Examiner 
disagrees for reasons stated in the rejection above. 

Appellant argues with regards to rlai-ms 18-19, 41-42, and 64-65 that regular 
expression language is not taught by Bray. Examiner disagrees for reasons stated in 
the rejection above. 

Appellant's arguments with respect to claims 20-23, 43-46, and 66-69 have 
been addressed in the rejection above. 

Appellant's attorney disagrees. 

With regard to claims 5, 28 and 51, which recite that the generating further comprises 
converting an entity defined in the schema into the class specification, the Office Action asserts that 
these limitations are taught by Dale at coL 3, lines 64-67. However, at the indicated location, Dale 
merely describes the execution of instructions by a CPU. 

With regard to claims 6, 29 and 52, which recite that the generating further comprises 
generating the class specifications in the computer from the scbemas and one or more optional 
customization specifications, the Office Action asserts rhar these limitations are taught by Dale at 
col. 20, lines 5-15. However, at the indicated location, Dale merely describes an HTML page with 
executable components. 

With regard to claims 7, 30 and 53, which recite that the optional customization 
specifications define what class names to generate for each entity defined in the schema, the Office 
Action asserts that these limitations are caught by Dale at col. 6, lines 1 8-20 and col. 1 4, lines 57-60. 
However, at the indicated locations, Dale merely describes how "applets'* are small portions of 
executable code that can be incorporated (by reference) into HTML pages, and an applet definition. 

With regard to claims 8, 31 and 54, which recite that the class specifications include one or 
more specifications selected from a group comprising (1) a visual editor class specification, (2) a 
content implementation class specification, and a handler class specification, the Office Action 
asserts that these limitations are taught by HotMetalPro at pages 77-80. However, at the indicated 
location, HotMetalPro merely describes inserting applets in an HTML page. 

7 

3087971-US-M 



PAGE 10/11 • RCVD AT 3/9/2005 4:41:06 PN [Eastern Standard Time] 1 SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/6 ' ONIS:8729306 * CSIDM-13106418793 1 DURATION (mm-ss):0M6 



03tOKOQ5 01 :57PM PROM-Gatss & Cooper LLP 



+13106418798 



T-246 P. 01 1/011 F-406 



With regard to claims 9, 32 and 55 > which recite mapping the entities defined in the schema 
to components of the editor, the Office Action asserts that these limitations are taught by 
HotMetaEPro at pages 78-79- However, at the indicated location, HotMetalPro merely describes the 
specification of applets. 

With regard to claims 16, 39 and 62, which recite that the ela$$ specifications include at least 
one function for validating at least one entity defined in the schema, the Office Action asserts that 
these limitauons are taught by W3C at page 31. However, at the indicated location, W3C merely 
describes validating processors for XML documents. 

With regard to claims 17, 40 and 63, which recite that the generating further comprises 
generating the dass specifications from a regular expression language comprising one or more 
declarations of elements enclosed within an element, the Office Action asserts that these limitations 
are taught by Bray at page 5 and 38. However, at the indicated location, Bray merely describes the 
grammar of XML. 



IIL Conclusion 

In light of the above arguments, Appellant's attorney respectfully submits that the cited 
reference does not anticipate nor render obvious the claimed invention. More specifically. 
Appellant's claims recite novel functions and features, which patentably distinguish over any and all 
references under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 and 103. 

As a result, a decision by the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences reversing the 
Examiner and directing allowance of the pending claims in the subject application is respectfully 
solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Appellant's attorneys, 
GATES & COOPER LLP 



Date: March 9. 2005 



GHG/ 



Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, California 90045 
(310) 641-8797 




irge j 
Reg. No.: 33,500 



30879.71-US-Ol 



PAGE 1 1/1 1 * RCVD AT 3/3/2005 4:41:06 PM [Eastern Standard Time] 1 SVR: USPT0-EFXRF-1/6 1 DN1S:8729306 * C^D^I 3 1 064 1 8798 * DURATION (mnws);(KW6 



